Amazonian indigenous populations are approaching a critical stage in their history in which increasing education and market integration, rapid population growth, consolidation of legal territorial control, and degradation of their natural-resource based economies threaten the survival of their traditional cultures and livelihoods. A topic that has hardly been touched upon in this context is migration and population mobility, despite high rates of mobility among many indigenous peoples. How quantitatively significant is this migration? Is it leading to the transformation of indigenous cultures and lifeways? Or can it contribute to their survival? To address these issues, we use a unique longitudinal dataset from the Ecuadorian Amazon which has data on the spatial mobility of about 1,500 persons from over 500 indigenous households of five ethnicities over an 11-year period. Our analyses reveal both traditional and new forms of population mobility and migrant selectivity, including gendered forms of marriage migration and rural-urban moves driven by education. These results illustrate a dynamic present and an uncertain future for indigenous populations in which rural, natural-resource-based lifeways may well be sustained but with increasing links to urban areas.
INTRODUCTION
Prior to the arrival of Europeans to the Americas, Amerindian Amazonian populations had a variety of lifestyles varying from semi-nomadic (e.g., Lu, 2001; Tritsch et al., 2015) to settled civilizations based on extensive agricultural systems (e.g., Erickson, 2006; Heckenberger, 2013; Walker, 2008) . However, these lifestyles were permanently disrupted by the Columbian Exchange, with imported diseases and slavery causing massive population declines (Cook, 1998; Crosby, 1976; Verano and Ubelaker, 1992; Whitmore, 1991) . Furthermore, penetration and colonization of broad swaths of the Amazon Basin by European descendants led to major redistributions of indigenous peoples, pushing them to more remote areas of the Amazon (e.g., Lu and Bilsborrow, 2011) and co-opting their cultures through religious conversion (e.g., Rubenstein, 2001) or through subjugation (e.g., Anderson, 1999) . In summary, European colonization thoroughly disrupted Amerindian life to such an extent that traditional lifestyles were reconstituted with concomitant changes in the types and frequencies of population movements (Alexiades, 2013) .
Today, indigenous peoples continue to be differentially influenced, coerced and occasionally uprooted by non-indigenous interests. The extent of Euro-American cultural effects on Amazonian Amerindians is highly variable and connected to their degree of assimilation, ranging from near full integration to continuing isolation from the outside world. With the exception of a few indigenous peoples that have not be contacted by outsiders, most Amerindian groups have at least occasional contact with external markets to acquire needed goods. For more fully integrated indigenous populations-for example, those being educated in state-sponsored schools-the lure of urban education and employment opportunities can be a strong migration pull factor (e.g., Holt et al., 2004; Lu and Bilsborrow, 2011; McSweeney and Jokisch, 2007) .
Additionally, both the construction of new infrastructure and the growth of Amazonian cities can encourage rural-urban migration as individuals seek better livelihood opportunities outside of their home communities. In contrast, relatively high wage employment offered by natural resource extraction companies working in proximity to indigenous communities can sometimes have a retention effect on indigenous wage earners (Bremner, 2013; Valdivia, 2005) . Other factors that tie indigenous peoples to their native communities include the provision of land titles recently provided by national governments (Nasuti et al., 2015; Peluso, 2015; Reyes-García et al., 2014; Richards, 1997) , as well as the establishment of infrastructure in communities providing access to basic education and health services and more rarely income generation (Lu and Bilsborrow, 2011) .
However, at the same time there are many negative effects of outside influences on indigenous communities and lifeways. For example, non-indigenous agricultural settlement (e.g., Lu and Bilsborrow, 2011; Wood and De Carvalho, 1988) and natural resource extraction (e.g., Kimerling, 1990; Medina et al., 2009; Orta-Martínez and Finer, 2010) , along with neo-liberal policies intended to protect biodiversity (e.g., Reyes-García et al., 2014; Tritsch et al., 2015) , constrain indigenous movement and settlement in the Amazon Basin.
In sum, there are numerous external factors, largely attributable to continuing expansion of non-indigenous society and economy into the Amazon that may influence indigenous migration. Given this backdrop, the present investigation aims to understand how Amerindians located in the Northern Ecuadorian Amazon (NEA) are currently using migration as one of their responses to these pressures. Do NEA indigenous populations use migration as an economic livelihood strategy similar to non-indigenous Amazonian colonists or other smallholders throughout Latin America? Or, is it used mostly for non-economic purposes that conform more to their traditional population movements or to further cultural survival? To answer these questions, we analyze data on migration flows from two waves of a unique dataset on indigenous migration dynamics in the NEA. Such a longitudinal data structure enables us to make causal arguments about migration to rural vs. urban destinations as well as return migration to communities of origin between the two dates of data collection in 2001 and 2012. The results thus can shed light on the migration dynamics specific to indigenous peoples, including assimilation into Ecuador's mestizo-dominated culture and environmental threats to biodiverse Amazonian forests.
Indigenous Communities in the NEA
There has been growing research on the populations of the Ecuadorian Amazon (e.g., Bilsborrow et al., 2004; Gray et al., 2008; Lu et al., 2012; Pichon, 1997) , but published research on migration has focused on colonist settlers (e.g., Barbieri and Carr, 2005; Barbieri and Pan, 2013; Laurian et al., 1997) . This has left unaddressed the migration dynamics of indigenous communities and their linkages to livelihood strategies. Our study is based on the five major indigenous ethnic groups in the NEA: Kichwa, Shuar, Huaorani, Cofán, and Secoya. These groups have recently entered the fertility transition with exceptionally high fertility rates that are beginning to fall-total fertility rates declined from 7.9 to 7.0 between 2001 and 2012 (Davis et al., 2015) . Despite this decline, relatively high fertility, combined with an earlier initiation of the transition to lower death rates (Pan et al., 2010) , continues to spur high population growth in NEA indigenous communities.
One response to population growth is migration. Work by Lu and Bilsborrow (2011) describes the five NEA ethnic groups as having been highly mobile in recent years with numerous instances of individuals moving to other ethnically similar communities. Of note, the Shuar and some Kichwa communities are relative newcomers to the NEA with the latter moving in from areas west and south, while the Shuar moved northward from their historic homelands in the Southern Ecuadorian Amazon (Bremner and Lu, 2006; INEC, 2001) . In contrast to the numerous investigations of non-indigenous colonization into the NEA (summarized below), the only thorough study of indigenous migration patterns in the area was performed by Bremner (2013) . Based on retrospective reports for the 1991 to 2001 time period, he found that, relative to non-migrants, migrants were more likely to be daughters of the household head in their early 20s, to have high educational attainment, and to be from households with previous migration experience. He also noted that most migrants moved to rural Amazonian destinations. We extend this study by using prospective longitudinal data over a subsequent time period and by decomposing migration by duration and destination.
Indigenous households have always had less capital-and land-intensive agricultural practices than settlers in the NEA, a pattern that also exists in other parts of the Ecuadorian Amazon (Lu et al., 2010; Rudel et al., 2002) . However, despite these less intensive practices, indigenous families are increasingly participating in trading and business relationships that extend well beyond their own communities. With the increasing presence of oil companies and tourism operators in the Amazon region, families in indigenous communities are developing new livelihood strategies and participating in expanding markets (Bozigar et al., 2016; Valdivia, 2005) . The growth of these new opportunities may reduce the likelihood of migration by indigenous persons if these opportunities are sufficiently lucrative.
While the ethnic groups represented in this investigation have overlapping livelihood and demographic profiles, they also have notable differences. These are described in detail in Modos de Vivir (Lu et al., 2012) , based on ethnographic research conducted in 2001. In addition to major linguistic differences, the ethnicities differ in history, including the timing of their contact with outsiders (viz., Spanish colonists, and later with the rest of the Ecuadorian population and government 
Colonist Migration
The discovery of oil in 1967 in the NEA led to the development of urban areas and infrastructure that have helped to spur in-migration Laurian et al., 1997) . Colonists from other parts of Ecuador have taken advantage of the transportation networks-constructed to facilitate petroleum extraction-to seek agricultural land and a better quality of life in the Amazon. Previous studies of non-indigenous migration patterns in the NEA reveal higher odds of out-migration from larger households with younger adults, but with notable gender differences (Barbieri et al., 2009 ). Specifically, males under age 20 out-migrated in higher numbers and more often to rural NEA destinations relative to females of the same age. However, the pattern was reversed for out-migration to urban destinations where females, especially younger females aged 12-19 years, predominated (Barbieri and Carr, 2005; Barbieri et al., 2009; Laurian et al., 1997) . Land fragmentation has also been associated with higher second-generation settler outmigration. Specifically, individuals were more likely to out-migrate to rural or urban destinations when household farms were subdivided. Return migration patterns are also shaped by livelihood strategies in the NEA. Return migration has been associated with off-farm employment, where individuals moved to other farms or urban areas for several months of work before returning to their households (Barbieri and Pan, 2013) . Furthermore, return migrants tended to be younger reflecting their lack of work experience and higher community fealty (Barbieri and Carr, 2005) .
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
The preceding review of previous research on the study region and the study population suggests In answering these questions, we are guided by the sustainable livelihoods framework (Ellis, 2000) , which postulates that rural households around the world rely on a diversity of income sources to sustain themselves, including migration. We are also guided by multilevel and contextual approaches to studying the determinants of migration , and by multiphasic response theory which views out-migration as one possible response to demographic pressure (Bilsborrow, 1987; Davis, 1963) . These frameworks allow us to integrate numerous processes across different spatial scales to better understand which factors are influencing indigenous migration in the NEA. First, recent infrastructure development in the NEA may facilitate movements of indigenous peoples historically isolated from the formal economy. Second, large households created by lower mortality and continuing high fertility may incentivize outmigration as a means to reduce pressures on subsistence-resources. Third, the continuing growth of employment with petroleum companies or in ecotourism may provide nontraditional local income-generating opportunities that reduce incentives to out-migrate. Finally, migration to seek work outside the community may complement the array of natural-resource based diversification strategies that NEA indigenous households traditionally depend upon, including hunting, fishing, small-scale timber harvesting, and forest product collection, as well as subsistence and commercial agriculture .
RESEARCH DESIGN
We use two waves of a household panel survey conducted in 2001 and 2012 to analyze migration dynamics in NEA indigenous communities. Household surveys are a popular tool for collecting demographic and land use information and have been shown to be an appropriate approach for gathering these data in the Amazon region Perz, 2001; VanWey et al., 2007) . A total of 33 communities 1 were selected on the five ethnicities to broadly represent the spectrum of indigenous community ethnicity, population size, and location/isolation, ranging from peri-urban to very remote and situated within two large national parks (Cuyabeno Nature
Reserve and Yasuni National Park). A small number of households with mestizo (mixed-race) heads were also encountered in these communities.
The original 2001 sample included 22 households selected at random in each community, or all households in communities with 22 or fewer households. Enumeration was carried out by trained Ecuadorian interviewers. Interviews were conducted predominantly in Spanish, or in an indigenous language when required with the assistance of a local interpreter. As seen in Table 1 , Kichwa households represent nearly half of the sample, reflecting the fact that they vastly outnumber the other indigenous groups in the region (Bremner et al., 2009; Lu et al., 2012) , Our migration analyses are thus partitioned into a duration outcome (none/permanent/return) and destination outcome (permanent rural/permanent urban). The combination of duration and destination migration components allow us to better understand the motivations for changing one's residential locale. For example, permanent moves to urban areas are consistent with economic motivations to migrate while permanent rural relocations might indicate more traditional uses of migration for marriage and/or to colonize new areas within the Amazon for agricultural pursuits. Return migration, in contrast, might indicate that migration is being used to access educational opportunities, for temporary labor migration, to obtain healthcare or to fulfill military obligations. Household size is included under the assumption that larger households are more likely to have excess labor that can be devoted to economic migration and/or may be experiencing resource stress (Barbieri et al., 2009; Davis, 1963; Ellis, 2000 Ellis, , 2011 . The household asset index is included as a measure of relative wealth. 2 We hypothesize that greater relative wealth can affect migration by providing the start-up capital to fund an urban migration and settlement while lower 2 Data on assets are missing for 22 households (i.e., less than 2% of the analytical sample). In these cases, missing values are replaced by the median value for that community, and a dummy for imputation is included in the regression. The inclusion of the imputation dummy does not substantially alter the significance or magnitude of the other predictors, and thus for the sake of brevity this coefficient is excluded from the presented results.
Independent Variables
wealth may only encourage out-migration to rural areas. Following Filmer and Scott (2012) and Kolenikov and Angeles (2009) , the asset index variable was created by employing principal components analysis to assign each household a wealth value between 0 and 10 based on housing quality and assets. Household migration history is meant to capture the fact that previous household departures have likely contributed to the establishment of migration networks that could facilitate future migration by other household members (Curran et al., 2005; Curran and Rivero-Fuentes, 2003; Davis and Eakin, 2013; Lindstrom and Lauster, 2001; Massey et al., 1993) . The two agricultural variables (hectares in cultivation and cattle ownership) can be theorized as either migration-reducing factors (i.e., a household that is more engaged in agricultural production, especially labor-intensive crops, will have less labor to spare (Chayanov et al., 1986) ), or as providing the economic resources to fund a migration event (Gray, 2009) . It is anticipated that the former will be the more dominant factor here given the small areas of land in use and often distant markets. Off-farm employment is hypothesized to be both a migrationreducing variable and a return migration pull variable. In essence, households with more offfarm employment opportunities are more likely to retain or incentivize the return of able-bodied workers.
Community-level variables, constituting third-level analytical variables, include travel time to the nearest urban area, community migration propensity, and the existence of a secondary school in the community. Time to nearest urban center (the closest one from among Puerto
Francisco de Orellana (Coca), Nueva Loja (Lago Agrio), Shushufindi and Joya de los Sachas) from the indigenous community provides a control for both ease of access to urban destinations and exposure to urban life, both of which predict a lower likelihood of out-migration when travel time increases due to greater isolation. Community migration propensity, like household migration history, is a proxy for community migration networks. The inclusion of a variable representing whether the community has a secondary school is included to test whether such a school reduces the out-migration of young persons who seek post-primary educational opportunities. Such an effect was found in earlier research on the out-migration of sons and daughters of migrant colonist households in the same NEA region by Barbieri et al. (2009) .
However, it is quite possible that having such a school in the community leads youths to obtain more education which in turn changes their aspirations towards migrating elsewhere to seek employment (especially in urban areas), while at the same time providing them with the human capital to earn more. Reasons for migration are derived from the survey question, "Why did s/he leave?". As shown in Table 3 , answers to this question differ according to gender and age. In general, migrants are concentrated in the youngest age group (0-11 years in 2001) and are more female than male. While fewer in number, older migrants aged 20+ (in 2001) tend to be male. The primary reason for moving given by females across all age groups is to accompany a spouse, while education and employment are the second and third most common responses in the 0-11 and 12-19 (2001) age groups. For males, the primary motivation was for education in the 0-11 age group with significant numbers also moving for military service, to accompany a spouse, to look for work, and for other personal reasons. At older ages, diminishing numbers of males migrated to seek employment, to accompany spouses and for other personal reasons. (TABLE 3) Moving on, main regression results are shown in Table 4 , partitioned into the two multinomial models. To restate the principal research questions, the odds of not migrating are 
RESULTS

Prior to delving into regression results
Moving on to the household-level variables, individuals from households headed by
Shuar are the only ethnicity that permanently out-migrate at significantly higher odds (nearly six times higher) than the Kichwa reference type. Being mestizo is also associated with higher permanent out-migration (4.4 times higher odds) than Kichwa, which is expected since mestizos come from different familial and cultural backgrounds. Household size in 2001 was negatively correlated (eight percent lower odds for each additional household member) with out-migration in the 11-year period. This is contrary to the usual expectations of livelihood and multiphasic theory, described briefly above, but the result is only marginally significant at the 10% level.
Similarly, having higher value household assets, previous household migration experience (prior to 2001) or having higher off-farm employment opportunities were not significantly linked to out-migration in the study interval.
Of the household agricultural resource use variables, hectares in cultivation and cattle ownership both had significant effects and in the hypothesized directions. Specifically, individuals from households with more hectares in cultivation or owning cattle in 2001 were less likely to out-migrate, reflecting the greater demand for labor for cultivation and possibly a wealth effect of having cattle reducing the need for household members to leave to reduce consumption burdens. Finally, three community-level variables are examined in the multilevel model structure:
community migration experience (% of households in the community with prior migration experience), travel time to the nearest urban area, and whether the community had a secondary school in 2001. None of these three factors had a significant effect on a person's out-migration once all the individual-and household-level factors were included in the model.
The second panel in Table 4 presents results for return migrants, i.e., for testing how they are different from both non-migrants and migrants who did not return up to the 2012 survey date. Among the household-level variables, ethnicity of the household head, household size and off-farm employment represent the only three variables that substantially differ from the permanent migration results. Specifically, individuals from households headed by Shuar are not more likely to migrate and return than the Kichwa reference group. However, mestizos are seen to be even more likely to return than they were to leave. Larger household size is associated with lower odds of return migration (10 percent lower odds for each additional household memberresult marginally significant). In contrast, the engagement of households in off-farm employment in 2001 is linked to 1.9 times higher odds of returning to the community by 2012 (marginally significant). The employment factor is expected, since someone working away is more likely to want to return if s/he anticipates having local off-farm employment opportunities after returning.
Regarding community-level variables, the only significant predictor of return migration is the presence of a secondary school. Specifically, a secondary school in the community in 2001 is associated with 2.7 times higher odds of returning to the community by 2012 (marginally significant). The secondary school effect appears at first glance to be surprising, as one would expect most who depart to be too old to take advantage of a secondary school by the time they return. However, many of the moves away are for only 1-2 years or even as short as 6 months.
Furthermore, many of those moving were very young when they left and continue to be young on return (e.g., primary school age, and hence potentially interested in secondary education after returning).
Destination of Permanent Migration
The second set of statistical results in Table 4 shows the effects of independent variables on the choice of rural vs. urban migration destinations, in contrast to no permanent migration.
Differences in the odds for rural and urban destinations also indicate factors that affect destination choice.
The results for the rural column are discussed first, and in general are similar to those for out-migration in general, albeit with some notable differences in the significance of the migrant's ethnicity and household size. Thus, rural migrants, compared to non-migrants, are more likely to be female, to be a child or other relative of the head and to have some education. Among the household variables, similar to migrants to any location, rural migrants are more likely to be from households headed by a Shuar. The odds of individuals from Secoya households migrating to rural destinations are 84 percent lower than those of the Kichwa, while the Huaorani are about four times as likely to migrate to rural destinations as the Kichwa (though both results are only marginally significant).
In contrast to permanent and return migration, 2001 household size is not a significant predictor of rural out-migration. All other predictors of rural migration are similar in level, magnitude and significance as those predicting out-migration in general, meaning that both area in cropland and owning one or more cattle reduce out-migration to rural destinations. Also, again, none of the community-level predictors is linked significantly with out-migration to rural destinations vs. non-migration.
Moving on to the results for predictors of urban migration vs. no migration, the majority, with a few demographic and household variable exceptions, are similar to those of out-migration in general (in the first column in the table). Those exceptions include age: household members between 12 and 19 years of age in 2001 are half as likely to out-migrate to an urban destination as children less than 11, and indeed all persons above age 12 are less likely to migrate to urban destinations than small children. Additionally, the odds that a spouse migrates to an urban area are not significantly different from those of the household head, in contrast to permanent outmigrants, in general. The size of the highly significant odds ratios for the education variables, compared to those for migrants to rural destinations, shows that more education-complete primary and especially secondary education-is even more important in predicting migration to an urban than a rural destination. These results show that education is a powerful predictor of out-migration, especially to urban destinations.
Continuing on with the household variable factors, there are some interesting differences in the factors affecting rural vs. urban destination choice. Thus, individuals from households headed by a mestizo are observed to not be significantly more likely to migrate to urban destinations than Kichwa, a result also found for rural destinations. Additionally, individuals for households with higher asset values are 20% more likely to migrate to urban destinations than to not migrate or to migrate to rural destinations (marginally significant). Being in a larger household is now seen through this disaggregation of destination types to (albeit marginally)
reduce the out-migration to urban destinations but has no effect on out-migration to rural destinations. And while having more cropland in cultivation significantly reduces out-migration equally to both rural and urban destinations, owning cattle has no such effect on out-migration to urban destinations compared to non-migration, so its effect is only to reduce out-migration of individuals to rural destinations compared to non-migrants. As above, none of the communitylevel factors is linked to the choice of migration to an urban destination vs. non-migration.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
In contrast to the situation of migrant colonists, who have been migrating almost en masse to Despite the lack of quantitative study of indigenous migration movements in tropical forest settings, expectations have developed. The present research addresses many of these questions in one particularly important micro-region of extraordinary biodiversity (Bass et al., 2010) , undergoing extensive population change and rapid deforestation.
The results here challenge common expectations regarding the primary drivers of indigenous migration in Amazonian frontier settings. In many other contexts in the developing world, access to resources and migrant networks are key factors in explaining migration (Massey et al., 1993) , and common narratives envision encroachment and isolation to be key factors driving and limiting mobility in the Amazonian context (McSweeney and Jokisch, 2007) . In contrast, we find that migration in our study communities is primarily a lifecycle process driven by education, ethnicity and demographic factors. Consistent with other rural settings, even very different culturally, with patrilocal marriage practices (e.g., Gray and Mueller, 2012) , migrants are disproportionately young women who move to join a spouse, especially in other rural indigenous communities. At the same time, there is a considerable, non-traditional flow of ruralurban migrants driven by education, both by their previous education and opportunities for additional education for themselves and their children. Ethnicity also plays a role, particularly for the Shuar who are themselves in-migrants to the study region. Thus, the effects of household assets, agricultural resources and land use, migrant networks, and even geographic accessibility are weaker than usually expected or non-significant, suggesting that most moves in this context are not primarily driven by economic and social constraints at the origin.
The lack of significant relationships between rural out-migration and household size or household assets connotes non-exploitative migration goals for NEA indigenous peoples. Unlike colonist migration in the NEA, recent migration of indigenous households does not generally, so far, appear to be a coping mechanism in response to population-induced resource limitations. In the short run, this is a positive finding from an environmental perspective, as indigenous migrants are rarely venturing to new Amazonian areas to carve out new existences.
Taken together, the results here have important implications both for how we view indigenous communities in the present and for their future in a rapidly changing region.
Common narratives of Amazonian indigenous peoples portray them as living in splendid isolation, defending nature or as highly vulnerable to assimilation and culture loss (Lu, 2001; Redford, 1992) . Our results suggest a more nuanced reality: Indigenous peoples are so far maintaining their traditional lifeways while also increasingly engaging with the outside world.
That reality is visible here in high rates of traditional rural-rural migration for marriage alongside rural-urban moves driven by education. It is also visible in other analyses of this data which have revealed changing family size norms but a slow increase in use of modern contraception (Davis et al., 2015) and the persistence of traditional forest resource harvesting practices even in the context of direct exposure to oil exploration (Bozigar et al., 2016; Gray et al., 2015) .
Nevertheless, this resilience up to now is being challenged by the continued growth of urban areas in the NEA along with the expansion of government supported roads, schools, and other development programs and oil exploration. A second factor which may come to challenge this resilience is the rapidly growing indigenous population in the region, due to continuing high fertility combined with much lower mortality than in the past due (Lu and Bilsborrow, 2011) . In the 2012 survey, the household head was asked if s/he thought there would be sufficient land in the future for their children; apart from the small population of Huaoranis who claim immense areas near and inside the Yasuni National Park as their territory, the majority responded no, that due to large families and subdivision among children, there would not be sufficient land (Salinas et al., 2015) . Meanwhile, as for migration, the flow of rural-urban migrants may contribute to a gradual shift of indigenous populations towards urban areas, though likely maintaining strong ties to the rural origin communities.
All empirical studies have limitations, which should be recognized in this study as well.
First, it cannot be known whether migrants that had not returned by 2012 will remain permanently away or whether they will sometime return and be reclassified as return migrants (the open interval problem). Second, as described in the methods, the sample is not a strict probability sample of indigenous communities, so model results should not be extrapolated beyond sample communities. Nevertheless, the communities are sufficiently numerous and were selected to represent different ethnicities, population sizes and levels of isolation "using controlled sampling" (Goodman and Kish, 1950) , so that the results can be considered of more general interest.
This research also has important implications for methodology in the study of indigenous livelihoods and demography, which to date has been characterized by small sample sizes and the use of qualitative, ethnographic approaches. These approaches are valuable for the depth of ethnographic insights they can provide and attention to process, details and diversity (e.g., Lu et al., 2012) , but they are limited in their capacity for providing a basis for generalization, or meaningful comparisons across study sites and ethnicities and over time. Complementing previous qualitative and quantitative studies (e.g., Godoy et al., 2005) , we show here how survey and statistical methods can be used to provide valuable insights about regional-scale demographic and livelihood changes among indigenous peoples, while also paying attention to the role of context and history. The opportunity exists to extend this approach to other settings as well as to improve it along several dimensions, including expansion to a larger sample of communities and households, actual tracking of migrants to interview them directly in places of destination, as well as integration with ethnographic methods. 
